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I. Background

In the éummer of 1973 'the state of Illinois to a very large extent aban-
doned the "foundation, " or Strayér—Haig-Mort, approach to general purpose
educational grants~in-aid for the‘ K-12 jurisdiction, e.q., the "corhmon” schools
of the state. (1) The "foundation" approach had dominated Tllinois K-12 finance
thinking for 46 years, the first foundation or "Strayer-Haig" system having
been adopted in this state in 1927. No attempt will be made in this report' to
provide a detailed 'exposition of the 1973 Illinois school finance "reform” since
that has been done elsewhere. The reader is especially referred to treatments
of this subject by Ben C. Hubbard and by Fred Bradshaw. (2) Some general
discussion is, nevertheless, essential 50 that the readers, especially those
outside the state, can understand what type of grant-in-aid system is being
evaluated.

The current Illinois general ﬁlrpose educatio‘nal grant-in~-aid can be

P SE P —

considered a "district power equalization" system if that DPE label can be

used on those state systems where no recapture of funds from the affluent dis-
tricts takes place as well as in states where recapture is possible. (3) The 4 |
current Illinois system'is similar in fundamental concept to "guaranteed tax
yield" or "guaranteed valuation" systems that were pioneered in the states of
- Wisconsin and Utah after Wérld War II. (4) The original notion of a "local in-
centive" type of grant- m-aJd is not new at all. It was advanced over half a -
‘ century ago by Prof(:ssor rIarlan Updegraff at the University of Pennsylvama (5)
1
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2
"Fhe popularity-of-this-type -of grant-in~aid system in more modern times is
due partially to the efforts of beféSsor'John Coons and his associates. (6)
At least for a time, "diétrict power equalization" was considered by sofne to

be the-most logical answer to'constitutional challenges to state grant-in-aid

systems typified by Serrano v. Priest and Rodriguez v. San Antonio. There are
some reservations on that point at presént. (7) The Iliinois allocation reform
of the summer of 1973 also has many similarities and some differences with
a reform carried out.simultaneously in the neighboring state of Michigan known
as the "Bursely Act. "(8) The r'éform was also similar iﬁ concept, though not
in operational detail, to recent DPE reforms in the states of Kansas, Colorado,
and Ohio. (9) Within the state the reform is flrquuently referred to as the '"re-
soufcé équalizer plan" or the "Hoffman-Fawell Act. "

| Essentially, after 1973, more s‘tat_e funds are pfovided to distficts in
Illino’is with higher tax rates, lower assessed valuatioﬁs, and heavier concen-
ffafions of Title I eligible pupils. Conversely, lesser amounts of State aid are
available to district without these characteristics. It is important to note that
the Illinois system, like all "reward for effort" system.s, contains both a "tax
'4relief"«aSpect and a "tax stimulation" aspect. ILarger state grants do go to
school districts with higher tax rates and similar assessments per pupll at any
given point in time-and should therefore have the effec;t of dampening down fur-
tﬁer increases in rates in these high tax rate districts. However, ceteris
‘.parabus, any district, including even the higher rate districts, @gst'“misg its

‘local tax rate in order to get additional»--»state support. To put the matter another - .

7
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3
‘way, the only way to get incremental state dollars, other than by a loss of prop-
erty valuations, an increase in Title I eligibles, or an increase in students,
is to raise the local tax rate. In most Illinois districts this cannot be done by
board action alone, but must require a successful tax referendum. This assumes
'-of course that the legislature does not make any major changes in the constants
in the forrmla. Since this is the case, 2 knoWledge of the behavior of districts
relative to tax referenda is necessary to any understanding of the longer range
effects of the Illinois 1973 grant-in-aid reform A d1sserta.tlon recently com-
pleted at Illinois State University by Tharin Rasanond throws some light-en-this-——~
district tax referenda behavior and relevant findings from that study are included
Wl-r’x rhls report. (10)
The 1973 Illinois reform contains some additional features which should
be at least briefly noted. First, Illinois is one of four states (Pennsylvémia

Chio, and Minnesota being the other three) which provides addltlonal dollars

based on the concentration of children from poverty families. (11) Thls is a

fairly expensive item in Tllinols accounting for $268, 491, 779 of the $1, 398, 111,033
that was calculated for dist ribution through tiie general purpose grant-in-aid
formula using prorated claims for 1975-76. Nevertheless, it is believed by

- mans.r to be almost as important, if not more important, | than the basic "district

. power equalization" nature of the allocation formula. This provision for the

L concentration of poverty children (each state calculates this factor in a different

_way) rather than for simply the number of poverty children, is a great benefit
" to the central cities of the state with their ghetto areas and also to rural pockets

~i‘_;‘y'of poverty in the southernmost regions of the state. There are some additional

8




4
complications in the 1973 law. For exatnple, the old flat grants for affluent
districts were carried forward as was a calculation peculiar to ﬂ.linois called’
the "alternate method." This later calculation, which came into the Illinois
law at the time the income tax was adopted, distributes some limited amount  _
of funds to the top half of the wealth distribution. In addition, a few districts
were left with the option to use the older Strayer-Haig allocation. method. These
last complexities do not, however, a ffect many school districts and only a small
percentage of the students of the state are found in such districts. (12) One can
therefore say that the kind of allocatlen system being evaluated here is bas1cally
ma DPE or ”guaran.teed tax y1eld." formula with a fairly important weighting for
socially and economlcally deprived chlldren included within it. Unlike Michigan
and Califomia, I1linois chose to tackle the problem of funding compensatory
education by a pupil weighting rather than by a separate categorical or special-
purpose grant. The Illinois system therefore leaves the discretion * of how to

spend these compehsatory dollars entirely to local boards of education. There

is, at least at the time this was written, no "targeting" of dollars to specific

neighborhoods or individual schools within a district. How local boards exercise

this discretion will be closely watched by the General Assembly.

II. Design of the Evaluation

This evaluation proceeds in three stages.’ In the first part we use a set
f "equity" criteria which we have used on two previous occasions in Tllinois. (13)
The feasibility and utility of these equity crlterla were also recently demonstrated

‘on data from the states of Michigan and Kansas by Thomas Wei-Chi Yang. (14

9
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»Iﬁ--this .report we-have.provided only>the barest explanation of these evaluative
techniques. The reader is therefo.r'e strongly encouraged to investigate some
of the earlier Illinois studies or the Yang study for a fuller exposition of these
evaluat;'lon procedures. Second, relevant findings from the Rasanond study con- .
cerning school district tax referenda behavior in Tllinois are summarized and
‘the policy implications of that study are highlighted. Finally, a three-year
period is long enough to generate a number of critizﬁsm;s from practicing super-
intendents and the nature of some of these criticisms "from the field" is dlS-
~cussed. The report concludes with an outline of research and development

needs generated by this backward glance over the last three years.

1II. The Equity Evaluation

The équity evaluation is found in Té’bles 1 thrdugh 6. In the first table
the criterion is one of overall disparity of expenditures per pupil. It is assumed
" that the state of Illinois wishes to reduce the variation in eXpenditl;lres per pupil
ywit"h the passage of time. This has been referred to in previous' studies as the
"permiséible variance" criterion, e.qg., the sxtate will permit some variation
from absolute eguality in expenditures pér pupil, but wishes to at least reduce
the currént variation. The statistic used is the "coefficient of variation, " e.qg.,
~ the standard deviation divided by the mean and multiplied by 100.
Using the 1972-73 year as the base year, that is, the yea.r prior to
| ,‘ the grant-in-.aid reform, the variation in elementary districts decreased in the

first year of the reform'a‘nd then increased slightly in the second and third years.

10




6
' The third year value, however, is still well below the pre e=-reform level. For
high school districts disparity has been reduced in each year since the reform,
_ with the greatest reduction coming in the last of the three years since the re-
 form. For unit districts disparity in expenditures per pupil has likewise been . _ ;
~ reduced in each year after the reform; however, the greatest reduction did
occur in the ﬁrst year after the reform. While there are variations by organi-
zational classn?lcatlon of school districts and some ev1dence of non-—lmear trends,
one must conclude that overall_inequalitles between school districts have been
“reduced in the three years since the reform. If we can assume that expendi-
tureg per pﬁpil are highly correlated with levels of educational services de-
livered, then differences in educational service levels between Illinois school
districts are less in 1975-76 than in 1972-73. |
» Notall rauthorities" in school finance are of i:: opinion that the overall
variance in educational expenditlirefs per pupil should be reduced. A sizeable
group are of the opinion that expenditure per pupil variation above the median
or mean should not bereduced and that, in fact, thue_,op_,lyh_kleg_iti_ma_tew‘c:orlcernv of ...
the state is with the expenditure per pupil variation below sbgle measurement
of central tendency. This group argues that "bringing up low sperl‘di_rlg districts"
should be the privmary concern of the state and that higher spending districts
should be allowed to move out in front as far as they want to go. Indeed, the
more militant of this group hold that there is some type of civil "right" to spend
_more money on education if that is their preference, relative to other allocations
of their tax resources. A number of older school finance scholars held to this
: pol1cy position, not the least of which was the late Paul Moxt of Columbla Uni-

- vers1ty (15) Professor Eugene McLoone of the UmverS1ty of Maryland is a
| 11




7
forceful advocate of this position in the modern era. (18) -McLoone has devised
several indexes to look at the bottom half of the expenditure distribution. The
one used in this report is based upon the percentage of students found below the
median expenditure level and the amount of dollars needed to bring all students
to the median expenditure in the state. The index is constructed in such a
fashion that its value should rise as fewer and fewer students are found below
the median expenditure leyel. Table 2 indicatgs that the 1973 reform has ac~
complished this task éf bring'lng up low spez;ding districts in the case of unit
districts and high school districts. However, the index for elementary districts
does not show this kind of improvement. The apparent lack of improvement of
low spending elementary districts should receive further investigation.

The next four tables of the equity analysis are not directly c.oncemed
with expenditure disparity between school districts although they are indirectly
. concerned with resource disparity between local school districts. The concern
in these four tables is with the relationship between (a) the wealth of a school
district and. (b). the.expendtures per. pupiylﬂ ofaschool dlstrlct The c r1ter10n
used here has been discussed elsewhere under the label "fiscal neutrality. ”(1’.7)-
It is assumed that the state of Tllinois wishes pér pupil expenditure to be less -
of a function of local district wealth than it was in the past, That is, with the
passage of time, local district wealth will not determine expenditure levels,
~and probabiy "sefvice levels, as much as has historically been the case. Both
the reduction in expenditure variance and the lessening of wealth as a determinate
of expenditures are normally seen as steps teward increasing equality of edu-

cational opportunity among students in Illinois. The use of the state fiscal

12




8
?apbaratus as a means of equalizing educational opportunities has been de_fended
elsewhere. (18)

We have used two specifications of this important criterion of "fiscal
neutrality” in the evaluations conducted at ¥ :-')ﬁfw The first involves the
“G‘ini Index, or "index of cohcentration Fs ‘mes called. As in pre-
vious research reported by Hickrod and his associates, this index is based on
a bi-variate set of measurements rather than a univariate set of frleasurements.,(lg)"

:‘;“’I'Vhat is, both wealth and expenditures (or é.lterné.f - 2nues) are used rather
:thém expenditures alone. This usage is to be' contrasted with the traditidhal o
., Gini appiicatio;s made by McCloone, Michelson, Grubb, Alexander, and others
which are based upon expenditures alone.iZZO) Since. the Gini coefficient has
been used several different ways in recent school finance research, it is neces-
sary to ascertain in each piece of research just what kind of application has
been made. (21)
| Basically what we have done in this bi-variate application is to rank
the school districts from low to high upon some specification of wealth. In the
~Illinois evaluations we have used property valuation'é. per weighted pupil and
| income per weighted pupil. Once this wealth ranking of districts is completed
a cumulative percentage distribution of pupils is then formed starting from the
mpoore‘st districts and working to the top. A similar cumulative distribution is
established for state and local revenues or expenditures. Thé fWO ‘cu“m'ulative
percentage distributions (wealth and expenditures) are then plotted on an X-Y
a}ds. If local wealth were not a factor in expenditures in a given state, the

X-Y plot of the two cumulative percentages, wealth and state and local revenues,

i3




g
v‘Would be in fact a straight line. That is, the poorest 10 percent of students Would "
| get 10 percent of the available "pie" of state and local monies, the poorest 20
f-percent would get 20 percent, etc., etc. A distribution of state and local funds
;.'Would prevail that Would be "neutral" of local resource disparities, and this is

" exactly what is necessary in any operational definition of "fiscal neutrality."
We have not found this absolute fis cal neutrality, e.q., the straight line, to
prevail in Illinois, Michigan, or Kansas, at least where state and local revenues

are concerned Our 1nvest1gations at the Center have not employed either fed-

eral funds or funds d1str1buted by categorical state programs The inclusion

of federal grants and state categorical grants could alter the observed "fiscal
neutrality" situation. When the poorest 10 percent of the students receive

less than 10 percent of the _funds, the poorest 20 percent less than 20 percent

of the state and local revenues, ete., the plotting of the cumulative percentages
will result in a curve which departs from the straight line representing absolute

fiscal neutrality. This "Lorenz CuI‘Ve"\‘l’S interesting in and of itself, but re-

- searchers usually prefer a numerical® ua\lue which will describe the extent of

the departure of the curve from the straight line. There are several ways of
computing suc’:ha value, referred to as a Gini index, Gini coefficient, or co-
efficient of concentration. Appendix A to this paper, prepared by Ramesh
Chaudhari, sets forth one possible calculation procedure. Readers interested

in examining the computer program for such a calculation should address them-
selves to Professor Chaudhari' at the Illinois State University Computer Center. (22

The Gini values found in Tables 3 and 4 should be interpreted in the following

‘manner: the smaller the value of the coefficient, the closer the state of Illinois

14



10
‘has moved to the goal of fiscal neu trality; that is, larger values indicate a Greater
depart;ure of the curve from the lvine. The positivé sign indicates that the curvé
does no£ cross the hypothetical straight line. Where a negative sign appears, .
‘and this occurs only once a/nd is expla{ned below, the.curve has crossed the
line and the interpretation is made more difficult.
Table 3 indicates that wh yroperty valuation per weighted pupil is
.used as a definition of weali.., the =atest amount of progress was made in the
,,,,fl'r,s't_year..after‘.,.me reform as far as elementary districts are concerned. Pro- .
gfess cdntinued to be ndade in the second and “third years, but at a‘slightly slower
,‘pace. Progress toward fiscal neutrality vvith}regard to high schoéls is ii‘regular; :
more progress having been made in fhe first and third years than in the'secornd
year. The unit districts show rﬁore progress being made in the second ¢nd third}
year than in the first year. Unit districts are computed two ways, with Chicago |
in the calculation and without Chicago in the calculation. The size of Chicago
‘has a great effect on the value of the coefficient, and while this is not as im-
portant where property valuations are used as.a measure of wealth, itis im=-
portanf: where income is us‘ed as a measurement of wealth. The evidence of . .
" Table 3 clearly indicates that where property valuations are taken as a measure-
ment of wealth, Illinois has moved closer to fiscal neutral.ity in 1975-76 than it
was in 1972-73. The low values for the unit district indicate that absolute or
complete fiscal neutrality as a state fiscal goal is within striking distance as
far as unit districts are concerned. The departure from perfect fiscal neutral-

ity is somewhat greater for the separate elementary and high school districts.

15




11
Table 4 contains the same kind of information but income per weighted
student is used rather than property valué.tions pér weighted student. For ele-
mentary districts there is a steady movement toward fiscal neutrality with the
biggest improvement occurring in the first year after the reform. ‘For high
school districts there is also a movément toward fiscal neutrality with progress
being greatest in the first and third years. Unfortunately, for unit districts the

P}

results are not so o ‘he first two years there was a movwement away from
fiscal neutrality, then in the third year the data indicate a movement toward
fiscal neutfa.lity. In fact, the negative sign indicates a condition in which the
curve has in fact crossed the line, which means that through at least a part

of the schedule, .poorer students were receiving n:lore than their proportionate
share of state and local dollars. When the curve crosses the line it is difficult
to arrive at a straightforward interpretation of the Gini tr.'ex. When Chicago
is dropped from fie distribution, a somewhat clearer pick: ‘2 emerges. A
mov_emenf toﬁvarﬁ,-ﬁscal neutrality is:noted in the first twe :ars with a slight
reversal in the tiirrd year. The difference between the res its with and without
Chicago reflect the fact that the city of Chicago school district ranks relatively
high on most measures of income, at least where measurements of central
tendency are used, e.g., median family income, income per student, etc.

'Ihus an increase in gmnts-m-—md to Chicago will tend to move the state of
I111n01s away from fiscal neutrality, mot toward fiscal neutrality, since on the
measuremesnt usesi Chicago cannot be considered a "poor" district. The
chronic problerr ¥ what constitutes a "poor" district in school finance research

s beyond the scope of this paper, but it can be observed that research by Hou

in Illinois has already demonstrated that three kinds of Wealth measurements,

19




12
e.g., property valuation, incone, and poverty measures (percentage low 1ncome,
Title I e11g1b1es, ete. ) are not related in any simple linear fashion. (23) Chlcago, ~
for example, is rich on some income }measurements, average on some property
{(ezluation measurements, and poor if measures of poverty are used. This fact
greatly complicates policy making in Illinois since most of us think in simple
linear terms of "rich" vs. "poor."

Complications with the Gini coefficient tlave led us to use a more familié.r_ )
tool in ﬁnan01a1 and economic research, the linear least squares regression.
‘These results are found in Tables 5 a.nd 6. This techmque, used also by Michel-
son (24) and Feldstein (25), regresses expendltures against some measurement
ef school district wealth, in this case property valuations and income per weighted
pupil. Both variable: z»= tremsformed into their logarithms to facilitate com- -
parisons through timeand =pace. The evidence of Table 5 is the most syste-
matic and reqular thai wehave. Inall categories of districts there is a continual
" mmrovement toward fscall neutraht;r This is especa111y true in unit districts
where the slope of the \ne hetween property valuation per weighted pupil and
expenditures per weig sted pupil has been cut in half within a three-year period.

Tt would be noted, howeyw=r, that the data used in these regressions are not
weighted for size of ditrigt. thatis, Chicago has the szme effect on the re-
gression slope as any othep district in the state. In th= Gini treatments, the
larger districts have the greater effects. The evidenceusing income, rather
than property valuations, i. zot as-reqular in form but the third year's values
are 21l less than the vaiwes prior to the 1973 reform and, therefore, in general,

support the findings when property valuations are used as a measurement of

17
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~wealth. If simple unweighted linear regression is acceptable as a measurement

| Qf fiscal neutrality, then Illinois has moved toward the goal of fiscal neutrality'

in the last three years. ‘,‘I\IToteualso that the regression analysis supports' the

Gini analysis in“the observation that the state is closer to attaining ”a‘bsolute"
fiscal neutrality in unit districts than in either the elerﬁentary districts or the
high school districts. Both measurement techniques are established in such a

manner that a zero reading would constitute "absolute" or "perfect" fiscal

neutrality. The reader isagain reminded that a zero reading on these measure-

Mol

s ey

ments would mean fiséé'l‘n'eu trality had been attained relative to local revenues
plus state general a.1d The addition of state categorical aid, or federal cateb-;
qoricél aid, might move the state either furth,.'er toward, or ﬁore li}{ely away ,‘
kfro'm, fiscal neutrality. | |

During the first two years following' the reform of the summer of 1973,
the state of Illinois did fully fund the new formula. In the third year, however,

thatis the 75-76 school year, the éffect of the recession on the_étate‘s sales

“tax and income tax was felt, and the state prorated state aid at 94.6%. While

this proration certainly caused hardships in individual school districts, we

* have no evidence that it greatly upset the movement of Illinois toward the state

fiscal goals of reducing expenditure disparity and decreasing the reliance of

. expenditures upon local district wealth. This result would probably be expected

since state funds were still increasing at a fapid rate. Between 1972-73 and

N

1975~76 general state aid, exclusive of state categoricals, increased from

$802, 600, 000 to $1,173,000,000. While the funds thus available were not

18
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»nough to "fully fund" the formula in the sense of providing 756% of a district's
'éﬁfitlement" (the 1973 reform was designed to be phased-in equally over a
‘our-year period), an increase of this magnitude in state aid would certainly
e expected to make expenditures less a function of local district Wéalth and
,tvoj ald low wealth districts in closing the gap with their more afﬂuent‘neighbo'rs, ,
especially when the number of students decreased. This would be inevitable
anless the distribution formula were malfunctioning in some way to distri™te

these increased state aid dollars to the more affluent districts. This report -

indiéates no such malfunction.~It-should-benoted; however;-that-placing-a
réduction fraction in front of the whole-formula is, of course, a means of lower-
ing state aid. If‘this practice were continued by the General Assembly after the
fourth and final year of th’e phase-in, then it might well have the effect of moving
the state away again from the fiscal goals we have highlighted in this and other
reports.

The results of the equity analysis in this third year after the formula
‘.change are much like those observed in the first two years after the ffofmula |
change. However, we do not wish anyone lulled into a false sense of security
by these results reported by the Center. It is perfectly possible that the pro-
gress Illinois has shown in reducing expenditure disparities and moving tovvérd
fiscal'neutrality in the last three years is a phenomena of the "phase~in" period
of funding. To see why this might be so it is necessary to recall that districts

are paid during the phase-in period for their past and current effort. ‘Once the

formula iz fully funded, however, districts will then be paid for their willingness
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to exert additional effort. Movement toward state equity goals in this period
‘"peyond full funding" will then turn on the question of what kind of distriots are
vabvle to pass tax referenda. If poor districts pass the referenda with greater
frequency than rich districts, then the movement toward equity goals observed |
during this last three years Will very likely continue on into the "full funding"
perlod On the other hand, if IlCh districts pass more roforen- e ‘han poor
d1str1t.ts then there is apt to be a retreat from equity goals in the period "be=" '

‘yond full finding." Progress toward equity goals is unquestionably assisted by

—

increasesin state funding with only little regard to the exact nature of the grant-

in- aid forrmla. However, in district power equalization states, progress to-

Ward equity goals is also a matter of just what kmd of districts exert the addl-
tlonal effort which the state now proposes to reward. For this reason in DPE
' states research on the determinants of effort becomes of crucial importance,

including research on the passing of tax referenda.

IV. Evidence from a Referenda Study

Although the Rasanond study was primarily directed tovvard.exploring
the determmants of school district behavior relative to tax referenda, there is
‘ some ev1dence in this study that bears at least tangentially upon the evaluatlon
of the 1973 reform of the Illinois grant-in-aid system. Tables 7 and 8, for
example, offer some evidence of the success or failure of educational fund tax
referenda in Tllinois after the passage of the 1973 reform. The reader will

note that the succe=s rate has improved if the 20 months of the 1974-75 to
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‘11975-76 period (acluaiiy Tuly 1, 1974 to March 1, 1978) are co.mpvar}'ed to the
71971-72 to 1973-"74 period (aéﬁally .Iuljf 1,. 1971 to June 30, 1974), The im-
'prbver_nént is more striking for unit districts than for elementary districts.

No data is provided in the study for high schbol distfiéts, “Tote als.o s¢incres 3
":*-referenda‘ac.t.ivity in unit districts; over twice as many referenda were .attempte'd‘“"“ﬁé
in the second time period as contrasted with the ffrst time period. Gra.nted,' | :

that both this increased referenda zctivity and mmre favorable passage rate

cannot be proven to be a causally connected resull of the 1973 reform.. It is
ipossible,v for example, that the entire "climaté"ibr passing referend'a, Was more

favorable in Ilinois in the second time period than m the ﬁrst W"‘Ihi’s‘s‘econd
time period, however, is a time period in which the state wés runnmgmto—mc’reas
- problems in funding the 1973 reformé as previously mentioned. Did the threat =
of proration of state aid early in the period and an actual proration'of state aid
later in the period contribute to a more favorable "climate" to pass reférenda?
vaiously this matter needs further investigation. The time periods are not

‘eq.ual and the whole problem of which time periods to compare is not easy to
answer. An assumption was made in the Rasanond stLidy that the effects of the
reform in the summer of 1973 would not start being observable ir%@;g_ re_ferend‘a_'.
until, at the earliest, one year later in the summer of 1974. There are those |
‘,‘Who Wo;lld argue that an éven‘ greater "lag" is needed hefore the public could

reli,atte the change in grant-in-aid méthods to their voting i.bits. This small bit |
of evidence does suggest that a reasonable hypothesis might be that voters in
Illinois tax referenda are at least beginning to respond to the "reward for effort"

contzined in the 1973 reform and th2t response is in general favorable to school



Tables 9 and 10 contain a portion of Rasanond's discriminant function

~results, those only “»r tricts in Tllinois. = ~«ing at assessed valuation

per pupil, we can see tha: the r >re affluent districts continued to pass refer-“.nda o
‘-' fmore’-.often than poorer districts after the reform, the same as .they did before
**the reformu ﬁowever, the means are not greatly d1fferent for the two groups

:"An 1nterest1ng phenomena occurs with regard to medlan famlly mcome In the
: tlme perlod before the reform it was the richer d1str1cts that tended. to pass the

referenda but after the reform it was the poorer d1str1cts that tended to pass
the referenda, and thlS time there isa s1zeab1e dlfference in the means of the k'

‘ two groups. It is interesting to note that both before and a.fter the -reform it was

the districts having the higher expenditure per pupil and the higher mledvianwteach‘e'

salary that were in the most trouble with their referenda. This fact suggests, .
‘but does not prove, an increasing taxpayer resistence to higher teacher salaries' ‘.

in recent years. The finding on percent family income $15 000 and over was

_. qu1te unexpected Both before and after the reform the un1t districts vv1th the

‘higher percentage of high income famllles had the greater trouble 1n passmg

| the1r referenda Since this stands in contradlctlon of several fmdmgs to the
contrary elseWhere, it obmously needs further investigation. (26) The lack of
frsltatlstically significant differences is obvious in the two tables and therefore
_ the ftndings hrieﬂy'noted here should"be taken azno more-than material for’
interesting hypotheses to be tested by further investigations. Rasanond, herself
""comn:nents as foll ows on her empirical models: "The fact that these. models B

. explained only between 16 to 34 percent of ‘the variance may have.an 1mportant

“implication for school admlnlstrators It m=y be that those characteristics
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other than socio-economic andkdemographic characteristics used in this study;
were very important in explaining the variation of the percentage of favorable

. votes. Those other characteristics might be school-community rapport, school
~public relations, administrative patterns, campa_ign stratégies, and general
’perceivewd quaiity of education of school districts. "(27)
At the cost of redunda’ncy, the authors would like to stress that further
rééearch on referenda results and on the related matter of change in tax rates

through time is essential if we are to ascertain the long-run results of a "dis-

trict power equalization" grant-in-éid system of tlrfe_l‘typé""’bé"'s"s“é'd"'iﬁflllinois i
1973, " -
If the richer districts are able to pass referenda and the poor districts
are either unable, or unwilling, to pass referenda, then the "rewards" for

added effort will, in the long run, tend to move the state away from goals such

as fiscal neutrality ‘and reduction of variation in expenditures between districts.
However, if the poorer districts rather than the richer districts are the ones who
, reVSp_ond to "reward for effort, " then equalization goals cé.n be served by DPE
- Systems as well as other kinds of distijibution formula. Within the four or five |
MYéars that the 1973 formula is being phased-in, the sizeable increase in state
aid would probably mask most "long-range" effects. However, _should' the state
elect to stay with the "reward for effort" distribution system a few years beyond
the end of the phase-iﬁ period, which is either this current fiséal year or the
next, then it should be pqssible to observe the effects of this system "at the
margiz. " It is difficult_, hdwevéi', fof any ecoﬁomic institutional process to
stand =till and that is especially true with one as subject i:o political pressures

- as’is school funding. As this report was being written, the General Assembly
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was in the precess of making chaiiges that will affect the distribution in the fourth
“ year after the major formula cliarige. However, none of those changes in the
fourth year abandon the crucial "reward for effort" principle adopted in 1973.
If the state stays with this principle for only two or three more years, it may
- finally proﬁde that laboratory with which to test whether "reward for effort"
is incampatible with basic equity goals.

V. Criticisms of the Working of the Formula from the Field and Some D1scuss1on :
— o the Changes Made that will Affect Future Years' Analyses '

T TP tgent

IURIPRRIPL e e meen s

Since the beginning of the use of the resource equalizer (1973-74), there
have been three basic types of criticisms. However, the General Assembly
"e“ri‘c’l"the Governor did not make changes in the basic formula until the special
session in the fall of 1976.

First, there have been a number of schools that wanted single parts,
but nevertheless important parts, changed within the basic context of the formula
or which varied only slightly from the basic context. One group wanted the tax

| rollback provision removed. The law as passed in 1973 carried a ‘provision that

~unless certain conditions were met, districts receiving aid under the resource
equalizer Would have to roll their tax rates back to the maleum tax rates that
without the necessity of havin_g a referendum. (That is, they wanted elementary
'and unit districts to be able by board action to go to the maximum tax rate that

the state would match. )
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A second criticismhasbeen against the co ncept of ‘how educational need
1s measured ‘‘‘‘‘‘ A t present students in the high school are Welghted 25% more _ .“
than other students. Interestingly, there are those who believe that this weighting
'is too low. In fact, a per capita expenditure for elementary and high school |
d1str1cts in the 1974 75 school ye ar shows that the mean per ADA expendi-
ture per high school pupll exceeds 125% t1mes the elernentary mean by 14%
($2,125 - $1,527 = 139%).(28) The chief complaint of this type has, hovvever,
..been.based on the fact that some districts get additional unite because of Title T i
_ weighting. Tt should, perhaps, be pointed out that the cities of 1o,o'oo WADA
ahd over‘have always received some bonuses up to a16% increase r‘mmthe WADA
of ’Chicago.‘ A description of the aid which the weighting factor provides to
districts is discussed later in this section.

The third type of criticism has been the kind that always occurs when
something new is around on which one's woes can be blamed. Some of these
problems miqtht be corrected with inexpensive changes While others require
‘serious and large f'mahcial ctommitments by the state. The problems of infla-
tion and declining -enrollment.are chief.among: the frustrating problems.,ef,
schools which have caused mich concern by school persons. Many' of these
problems are not with a formula but with the willingness to meet the problem.

'Ihe first g‘roup of complaints have been dealt with in pért 'by' the Iegis— -
latt-en\.\ehacted in the 1976 fall special session for education. The rollback
| provisiothake abolished. What this will do to the spread of expenditure between
the "haves" ahd the "have-nots" in future years will be determined by which

districts in the long run are Willing to raise taxes. The general suspicion
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. among researchersl and stadents is that-income weatthy districts, whatever
their assessed valuation, will be the districts that push their taxes htgher.
Those persons who have correctly argued for greater access or for more
' “taxmg power so that they could more nearly achieve maximum state a331stance o
made some progress in the special session of 1976. The transportation tax (
rate was added to those taxes which might be used to secure matcﬁhtﬁg stete
assistance an? the maximum tax necessary to achieve full'state_participationv
. was lowered from 3% to 2. 9% for 12-grade districts and from 1. 95% to.1. 90%_4.,

for elementary districts. This is still a long way from making it possible for | E

all districts to have full access by board action, but it does assist in some

measure with the problem by providing more dollars to districts not alread;; |
at the maximum rates that the state will match. |
The second problem of how to measure need has not been changed* ex-
| cept as the system used by the federal govern ment to count Title I students
‘has changed. If the Title I count is to continue to be used as the measure of

‘poverty in Illinois, there is a need to adjust the federal count. The system

was designed to reduce the Title I count in affluent industrial states and itis

working. (The authors do not accept the above statement as desirable, but

simply state it as a political fact.) The reduction of number of students in
‘-~ the schools of Itlinois is being complicated by the-artificial r_eduction-of*--Ti-tle‘I»~-~~>~'~~’4~~3

students, making the loss of funds doubly burdensome to some districts.

. For a fuller discussion of the way the Tltte T count is used in Illinois,
see an article by Ben C. Hubbard, G. Alan Hickrod, and Robert A. Burnham
on pages 57~62 of the 13th Report of the Tllinois School Problems Commlssmn

.......
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This could be chénged’by simply stating what Illinois considers a student

from a poverty family. For a fuller discussion of this topic, see Appendix D,

which describes how the present count is securéd. and suggests possible desir-

able ways to correct the pfoblems caused by the federal count.

The seccnd set of concerns with the use of Title I is usually expressed |

by those districts which have no students or few students in this category. A
majority of the research which we have seen seems to indicate“that'p.rograms

désigned for students who need compensatory education will exceed the maxi-
rﬁum Wleighting of .75 that heavily concentrated Title VI Aéounts give to schools.

- One méthbd of putting additional dollars into compensatory programs in districts
would be to change the 37.5 weighting to a higher figure. If in the judgment of
the General Assembly the .75 was heavy eriough for heavy concentrations, then
it could be kept as a maximum while moving the 37.5up. This would distribute
more compensatory dollars to all disti'icts except those at the maximum and
would move more districts to the .75 weighting.

A third criticism of the payment of compensatory funds as is.presently
done is that the dollars are not reaching the 4target population. There is cur-
rently only a requirement that districts of 10,000 or raore file a plan before .
receiving funds because of the Title I weighting. There are no penalties and

it can' even be questioned whether it is correct to single out these dis_tricts
When some much smaller districts have higher concentrations (see Appendix B).

In an attempt to see what Title I funds would really do if fully fun'ded,

| the 1974-75 data relative to attendance, assessment, and Title I weightings

were used to calculate claims for each district in the state as though the full
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: lrrlpact of the formula were being felt. Appendix B shovlfs the percent of the
_total claim in those districts Which'receive 30% or more of their dollars be-
!cause of the Title I weightings. Appendlx C shovvs the percent of total dollars
received by all districts reporting through each county because of the Title I
Welghtmg.

When further decisions are made to adjust need, such things as cost of
living.and income will certainly need to be considered.

Another large area of need is covered by the state through categoricdl
programs. Whether these needs should be a part of the general formula ex-
pressed as student weightings or continue to be met by categor1,al programs
is being discussed by many persons but at th1s writing no defmltlve proposals
have been introduced in the General Assembly. (29)

The needs area as it i= currently measured through the weighting of
students in grades 9-12 is challenged by some on tlle basis that the junior high
grades should be weighted more heavily than "1". &till others argue for weighting
for kindergarten and primary grades. There is only limited research on what
" the various levels should cost. It is true that 9-12 grades cost more than 7-8
~and that 7-8 cost more than 1-6, but "what is" vs. "what should be" are tvvo.
different srguinents and little research has actually been done on what "should
be" t:lle ratio. Nevertheless, it remains an area of contention. |

The third group of complaints, sometimes aimed at the formula and
sometimes just "aimed, " are real problems for the schools. The question of
'} inflation and ways to deal with it was discussed at some length before the formula

was introduced. Making the adjustment as the formula was being phased-in
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was not considered desirable. Discussion of ways to adjust for inflation has
been suggested through time since the adoption of the formula. (30)

The declining enrollment problem has been addressed in part by the
legislation passed in the 1976 fall special session. A school district that is
losing students could for several years use either the current or previous year's
WADA. The new law allows a district to use either the current year or the
average of the three previous years. This gives a district some time to adjust
expenditures to their decff'easing income. Whether further adjustments ‘Will

e e e e o e i b t————

be needed in thlS area can only be determlned When J.t is determlned how rnuch

e ey s

help this plan gives to districts and how rapidly distxicts can or will adjust to
the fact of fewer students.

One additionai change was made in the law in the fall of 1976 which we
in the Center support but which we wish to sound a warning against as a per-
manent part of the funding program. The 1976 legislation gnaranteed districts
that they vvould get as much money with the formula changes as they would have
gotten had there been no changes In a year when proration may cause the
decrease, this was admirable. Hovy'eve\r, the practice of "holding a district
harmless" from cuts in state aid because of desirable changes in the formula
should be avoided except in extreme circumstances. In some states where d1s—
' ‘tricts have been "held harmless" from year to year, history has shown that
sooner or later most districts are guaranteed an income. In fact; this can
proceed to the point where the whole grant-in-aid formula becomes meaningless.

This pitfall should be avoided in Illinois.
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A recent :‘:r"r:iclsm of the formuls is that it is not flexible. This is true
for any district Tzt has not achieved the maximum tax that the state will match.
For instance, the fosmmla guarantees all Gstricts the sarr tetal doll=rs, local

=l state, if thee™ r=the same 3 &8¢ Any ckange upward or downward in

“He assessed vain= v i district will net asiimr the“total dollzrs collected in taxes
“and claimed o state. Since the stzte has not to date " "21d100% of the

“full claim, distr: = that increase their assessment do gei:.: dight emEmtage
(the amount of the proration cut). Wit the advent of thenw  assessment law
~(HB 990) and the newr amphasis on reaching 33 1/3% of real value, a number
of districts are having their assessment raised. Persons in these districts
argue that with these increases, they pay far more taxes but get no more total
dollars for the operation of these schools. This argurhent is true since the
formmila was based on the tax rate. The simple answer by other districts that
have been at 33 1/3% all along is that those districts below this level have

been gettmg money for years that they were not entltled to receive and it is
about time they paid their share. The charge that increased or decreased
assessment levels below the guaranteed levels do not increase or decrease
~ dollars, except as state proration of the full claim adjusts, is correct; but it can
" be considered a strength rather than a weakness depending on who is looking H
et the. probler.ﬁ.

The changes made by House Bills 1, 2, and 3 in the fall of 1976 special

session for education made the following changes which Will change in some
ways the allocation of funds during the fourth year of the formula. This will

mean that when the Center evaluates the fourth year allocation, it will not be
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| based on the exa=t g5 = law =3 these first three years had been based on.
The followivg amngies ~-2re made in the formz " in 1976:
1. Distric s i 2 G- 10t have a tax rate higﬁ @upugh to claim the
" maximum state a’;d consd QOM taxes collected for transoertation as operating
taxes. R ORI USTA ...... DR
2. Unit distric 2 ° reach the maximum state assistance by taxing
“at 2.90% instead of 37 i lementary dis tric;gs could ~=ach the maximum by
‘taxing at 1.9% rather: . . 1,355,
3. The rollbe wimwiision for districts:_- that téxetd beyond the maximum
tax rates provided in - :» oricinal law and all rélated statutes were repealed. |
4, Districts w. I Iy ‘he future be allowéd to base their claims on the
average of the past thre: years' WADA or the durrent year's WADA plus the
allowable Title I weightimgs in either case. |
5. A provisionwzs added that provided that when state aid was calcu-
latéd for all districts as the law e}dsted on Junev' 15, 1976, and the appropriation
- that was made is calculat=r=gainst thet-allocation, if the claims are less than
" ‘the calculations with the == taw and tize spreading of the appropriations there,
- districts can file under = "hold harmless" statute for the difference in the two
| ‘v claikms. Twenty-five milliori dollars. was appropriated for payment to districts

under the hold harmless stziutes.

" VI. Research and Develoorment Needs in Illinois School Finance

We shall close atr report by outlining a number of research and de-

velopment needs in Tllin~%s school finance. Where we know of research activity
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M by an individual or lndividuals, this will be indicated. Loc- .:g backward over
the last three ywears We.are mimdful of Francis Bacon's glo. =¥ sbservation,
-"There is no great concurrence between learning and wisde-n. " Most of what

we know s1mply seems to set the stage for further learning. and wisdem does

appear to be f=r away indeed. Tous the central policy quesiiz is whether or
not Illinois will retain the district power equalization or rewawifor effort sys-
. tem that the General Assembly adopted in 1973. Research whirh bears therefore
upon that central policy issue must be given high priority. ™=first need is
therefore for studies which will help us determine Wh1ch digtricts may exert
the greater effo-rt=rn that period beyond "full fundmg" of the forrmula. This. R
would include research on which distﬁcts ;;ill pess tax referenda. Dr. ’Ihomas
W. C. Yang of this Center is pursuing the question of determinants of effort
through.a grant from the Tllinois Office of Education. If we can assume that
Tllinois will not abandon its reward for effort system in the immediate future,
then th.e second need is for research-which explores different measurements
of effort. The present system of using the operatmg tax rate in the district
: - is only one possible Specn.f1cat1on of the concept of "effort." Effort can also

" be thought of in terms of the portion of income used to purchase ezZuczfional

_ services. Such z formulation would then bring an income measurementinto

tE»:ecIllinoiS Vformmla via the "effort" concept. Dr. Daniel Hou amd Dr. Warren

Carson of the IOE staff have been pursuing this line of inquiry. Thirdty, an
income spemﬁcﬂlon might also be brought into the formula through the "ability
to pay" aspects of the grant-in-aid system. Dr. Carol E. Hanes of theeTOE

staff has-been investigating this possibility. All efforts to bring an income factor
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into the Ilinois formula, no matte: ow if \S dc:‘ne‘, are plagued by the fact that

-:’ no annuzsl income data is .currentljf ~vailable in thé state. Despite many, many
efforts to =t anmmal income data, tie only jmcome data that is syziiisble is
1970 feder=l cemsams incomz, collested in 1269, Tllinois lawmakssrsTare un-
derstandabiy ha*—:aé;ll’tll;t'o.'.\'irrlte law orr the besis of data that may bexrine or ten
years old ‘beforethe law takes effect. All of fre:above matters relate to the

 basic form==t of the ]111n01s system. There are other researchneeds not so
closely rekated to the DPE system.

The change in the formula in 1973 destroyed most of the: financial in-

" centives that were in the system prior to that date for school conselidation and
reorganization. No cne seems at presént to be willing to tackle thisfourth
subject, mossibly hecanse reorganization and consolidation are so-palitically .

ampopular in Nlincis. However, if the nesr Governor in Tllinois iz rezlly serious
@bout improving efficiency in Tllinois schools, this aspect of fimante cannot
be ignored. Prior resezrch has shown an ample amount of diseconomy of scale
in Tllinois. (31) This Center has proposed-firrther research to the Tlinois Cffice
~of Education on this matter of reintroducing.an incentive in the grant-in-aid
system-for consolidations amd reorganizations. In faét, the 1976 faﬂ’, Sessian
‘-‘; of thg General Assembly difZ reinstate a . 05% différ,ence in favor-of unit dis-
?f"i', ’triéts versas dual distrizes
Fifth, #he method by which = specification of poverfy is entered intozie
o IllanIS formule meeds further insestigatiom.. There-are qEIEStl of both, st

stance and procedure here. Many are satisfied with the “concsmtratmn" notion:




29
whim Illincis shares with three ~thewr states, but some want further justifica-
tioriis for sewrding more funds to arezs ivith heavy concentrations of poverty stu-~
d-en::::' Tllirofs r==y also want to cremta its own poverty measurement and not
rel=upon the fadzmal definition of poiv 2rty over which it has no control (see

App=ndix Y. Thr=re is also the mz> er of "targeting” or "not targeting™ these

owisdtgdsdg e ey CARE A e e e e e e ded dd de g de g e e Ul el g bz abd ahg a1 dle el ale ol e tle K
‘ . e dd e e de Cude atd falddle N ¢ «
Al e e o e il dd dd de e e e e ey g e P b g a1 e ale add e et ddd el e add dg déd Ll

compensatory—mds to individual ne=thborhoods or individual schools after a
district "ear="" those funds by wha=wver poverty measurement is finally used.
Sixth, there hes ‘.b'éen a good deal ¢ talk but very little research activity con-
cerning an “inflation adjustment" wk=~h might be added to the formula. We
susprct the fesitation here springs from the cost to the state of such a factor
should it be added w ths formula. Rut there are other possibilities in the "in--
w‘ﬂariion adjustment™ area. For example, one notion that needs-further explora=-
tion is the possitility of a cztegoriczl grant to 'offset price increases in:utilities,
especiaily “el. This ™mrtial" attack on inflation might succeed where the full |
court press would be crnsidered too expensive for the state to mount. Seveﬁth,
';-égionafi‘;T_:*:geographicz.::ost-c;.:‘x;:ii’:ﬁhg adjustments might fintiseveral uses in a
revisad state grant-in=id formuilz. Recent research completed by Pr,of.eésor

wahon =nd M. C=rroll Melton of the University of Tllinois for

i izrOffce of Edncetiay canlzs so utiiized. For example, it should be .
~mossibletm= the McMehon-Carrsil indexes to adjust an income factor before

” ﬂ;ginccﬂﬁﬁi;ﬂimriiémdﬁh -ne-forrmla, thus more closely re“flecting-real
income differences between school Zstricts. Such an adjustment is possible
-on either th="effort" and "ability"-concepts in the formula, or, in fact, on

‘both: concepts.
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Eighth, the matter cf cost differentials for special educatioh studentsl
and vocationdl students needs to e faced. Dr. William McLure of the University
of I1linois has proposed a method for revising the funding of special education
and vocational educatidﬁ through zn sxpansion of the pupil weightings. This
important research is cited slsewhere:in this report. Ninthy, the work of this
“ Benter hay been concentrated these last thres years on the =ffects of the new
' general pmrpose grant-in-aid system on equity goals, not wpon the-equity effects
. of-state categoricals and federal aid. It is entirely possible that mmich of the
equity progress observable when Ieoking only =t the general grant-in-aid:in
Illinois has beeun offset by the non-:-.aqﬁalizing“aspe.cts ofsfrz:té categoricals and
federal aid. The progress towardiequity goals reported here and in two previous
reports might melt like anzearly smow in the heat of: (&) the impact of stafe
- ---'categoficals and federal &5, or (b the passage of referenda by wealthy dis-
tricts in th=period beyond "full funding." Tf the previous Center reports have
| painted too bright:a picture of the 1973 .re‘fd'rms,. we arz deliberstely aadbtiy
some darkertones to the cofiprsition In-this repurt.
Finzlly, while we are reasmmably satisfied with five Tmezsnrement tools
we have engizeered, “srborrowed, to measure-equity, trere is always room
for impr.ovemtfin scmool Tinancesin measurement techmimues. The recent
work of Willizm £.. Russell suggests that partial or net asticities of weslth
"relative to sxpenitures would be a better specification of fiscal o wealif neu-
" trality than the simple or gross elasticities that we haverusediithese lastthree:

-~

o, 2T Unfortunately-this idea opens upifiz-whele subjectmi

years inJTE

"proper" specificaiion of demandzmd:supply functions for K-12 finance, =
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»Hmatter upon which there is no little lack of agreement in spite of quite a lltera-

" ture on expenditure functions in education. (32) These ten matt,rs do not ex-
haust the research possibilities; we have not evez mentioned transportation
funding and capital funding, nor have Wé meniioned expanding-the "circuit-

breaker" concept in Tlinois. The latter is alzpneeded if Tllimois elects to
stay with a:strong reward for orientation. These itetms;.,a:nie:sufficiént'
td absorb the time and energy of guite a mumber of individuals. What we need
now is some priority in these nm=ny research and development possibilities.
Without that, we are in danger of superficial investigation of all of them anci |

_ full development of none of them.
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TABLE 1

PERMISSIBLE VARIANCE CRITERION

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION

37

72-73 73-74 74-75  75-76
ELEM, 29.4404 26,9674 28.2265 28,2703
HIGH. 28,1906  25.3338 24.2582 21.1215
UNIT. 14.7044 13,4378 13.4112 13,2873
TABLE 2
PERMISSIBLE VARIANCE CRITERION
McLOONE INDEX
UNIT HIGH ELEM
INDEX MEDIAN [INDEX MEDIAN _INDEX MEDIAN
72-73 0.90299 §798 0.82809 $928 0.89152 $764
- 7374 0.91913 862 0.84944 996 0.87665 81
74-75 0.92161 910  0.85903 1099 0.84688 944
75-76 0.93728 939  0.87029 1159 0.88331 1011
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TABLE 3

FISCAL NEUTRALITY
GINI INDEX
USING PROPERTY VALUATION PER TWADA

7273 73-74 74-75 7576
ELEM 0.0995 0.0848 0.0727 0.0604
HIGH . 0.0961 0.0844 0.0756 0.0623
UNIT 0.0345 0.0265 0.0143 0.0018
UNIT W/C 0.0506 0.0387 0.0268 0.0097
TABLE 4
FISCAL NEUTRALITY
GINI INDEX

USING INCOME PER TWADA
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72-73 7374 7475 7576
ELEM 0.0959 0.0785 0.0711 0.0674
HIGH 0.1005  0.0821  0.0697  0.0535
UNIT 0.0139  0.0179 0.0236  -0,0311
UNIT W/C 0.0440  0.0370  0.0294 0.0325
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TABLE 5

FISCAL NEUTRALITY CRITERION
REGRESSION APPROACH ,
USING PROPERTY: VALUATION PER TWAD A

7273 73-74 74-75 75276

ELEM 0.27679 0.24592 0.23293 0.22803 .
HIGH 0. 44845 0.39949 0.34834 0.2889%
UNIT - 0.21691 0.17640  0.13493  0.108%0
UNIT W/C 0.21693 0. 17642 0.13478  0.10302
TABLE 6

FISCAL NEUTRALITY
REGRESSION APPROACH
USING INCOME PER TWADA

72-73 73-~74 7475 75-76

ELEM 0.31991  0.31165  0.23250  0.22592
 HIGH 0.13539  0.16639  0.14900  0.12625
UNIT 0.16484  0.16530  0.09290  0.12546
UNIT W/C 0.16649  0.16621  0.09264  0.09670
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T | | TABLE 7

NUMBER OF ELEMENI‘ARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS HOLDING

. EDUCATION F'UND TAX REFERENDA

"fT¢5h1"5 i

‘Year | Passed = Failed
': 1971 72 to 1973-7 %5 g0 s
° 1Tk (47.37%) (52.63%) o
1971;-75 to 1975-76 38 33’ 13
(52.05%) - (47.95%)
‘ PABLE 8

NUMBER OF UNIT SCHOOL DISTRICTS HOLDING
EDUCATION FUND TAX REFERENDA

.Total

 Year Passed Failed
1971-72 to 1973-7L 18 3
R (34.62%) . (65.38%)
1974-75 to 1975-76 57 56
(50.00% ) (50.00%)

52

113
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TABLE 9

SELECTED FISCAL CHARACTERISTI CS AND REFERENDA RESULIS
- UNIT DISTRICIS, 1971-72 TO 197374

CMemns o bems
o | | Group 1 Stendard ~ Group 2 Standard R
Marlables | (Agproved)  Brror (Rajected) Error  '?=<‘ o

Nl, Assavsed valuation per pupil  20536,89 178u.l8 27&&3 hé 23&3 10 o 10'",;ﬁ :

G Tosnditare per pipl] MR 225 12008 WS 0l
Wy, Parcant fanily income $1§,000 15,02 | 1,39 16,29 08 0.4
& over ‘ " |
Ce) Median beacher salary 9794.,50 219,83 10070,68 187,07 0.3 R
W odian family incons o6 R R A0l oo
b Hrlew 05 0.0 0.5 0,02 0w81_ ¢"
Nurber of districts 18 o | ) -




TABLE 10

SELECTED FISCAL CHARACTERISTICS AND REFERENDA RESULIS
UNIT DISTRICIS, 1974-75 T0 1975-75

Means ' Nemns

o , Growp 1 Stendard  Group 2 Sfandard Bk
Variables (Approved) ‘Error (Refected)  Erveor B
wl, Assessad valuakdon per pupil 12659, 60 1668.32 653 3727 0B

. &, Expenditura pezr pupil 139948 l22.72 | 115,64~ u0;73‘ 1,53
¥y, Parcent fanily incoms @15 000 15;89" 0.83 17,69 0,90 2,07
& over | 1 CU
% Nedian Seacher salary NN8.2 15346 LIRS 1978,12 '1‘36. #.,xff
"”M? Median family fmeote 906:79 182,30 9940.66 187;16 ”2;78é::
T,y Price 0 o 0% 002 0
 Number of distriets | o7 | 57 |

XJ4E)  ;

aSigﬁificant beyond tha ,10 level Wlth 1 and 111 degress of frasdom.




"APPENDIX A

COMPUTATION OF GINI COEFFICIENT

The distrlcts are sorted in ascending order of wealdh per pupil.
' The cumulatlve proportions of pupils in the. districts ars represented
by the horizontal axis and the cumulative proportions of rotal operatlng
expendltures accounted for by these districts are represemted by ‘the

Ya ‘1.0
E 4 'l‘jﬁ,
B . B
E‘ 3] ¥ < e A
o ’g . " , 5 g ‘ /////BH
, . B = ‘ /
9‘. Y| -1t. R ' Q / p
B0 |z S 5 0T
0 Xi-1 X\ Xn 0.0 1.0
ADA ADA
(wealth—») (wealth —»)

J USRI PUSDSNERRPI SR PR S . . - PO e e e e e L A e e A S s 4

vertical axis. The curve thus plotted would ke:.a straight line if the
" operating expenditures per pupil were the same:in -all districts. A
sagging curve represents lesser exoendlture in poorer districts. The.
measure of this inequality as deflncd by Glﬂl'COEIfJLLQnt G is glven

by .the formula: .
aArea A A

- G =
area (A+B)

or after further simplication

05 - Area B

05 .
=1 - 2Area B (1)
Area B is the area under the curve and if n is the number of districts, and

50




'xi“ :cumdlative proportion of ADA for the i#h diétriét'  

Yi'z cumulative'proportion of § for the ithﬂaisﬁfiét‘]

S n (x,-x, 5.(y;i +y.)
Then Area B = I 1 i-1 = 1_ l‘ S
i=1 2 : . .
o n ‘ : , L
: = — 4 -X .
. or 2 Area B ; E i(xiyi—1 xi-1¥i—1 xi?i xi-lyi)

= O YgXQYorR Y XYy

TRV Y WY TR Y,

+x - X Yy -
xnyn-l-xn—lynfl+xnyn xn-lyn)

o

(xzyl-x1y2)+(x3y2fx2y3)+.,. ‘ o R
+ -~ '
&nyn*l xn-lyonnyn
n ' - ,
Y., .= )+ 2
By 7% Y0 - @

i=2

n
=1- I (x )
=2

i i-1Y:1 %Y1

substituting the value of area B in eq 1

G = (x

) 3-1Yi X3 Y50) - (3 "

N~

NPT YR RV USRI U CRIPPNERIPEI LS C R COR W ~ s e e e e e £ b
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. APPENDIX B
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' 'RANK ORDER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS WHICH RECEIVED 30% OR MORE

" OF THEIR FULL STATE AID CLAIM BECAUSE OF TITLE I STUDENTS
- BASED ON DATA FOR THE 1974-75 SCHOOL YEARAS A PROJ'ECTION

' FOR THE 1975-76 YEAR

Order  County
1 ‘ Perry
2 . Ogle
3 Franklin
4 Fulton
5 Jefferson
8 ~ Randolph
7 Gallatin
| 8 Washington
9 Cook
10 Alexander
11 Fayette
e 2 R 'Sﬁ--;~‘—elair
St. Clair
13 - Pulaski
14 Coles
- 15 Menard
' Cook
16 Kamkakee
17 Clay
18 Clinton
Cook
Kankakee

School District

Community 211
Kings 144

Akin 91

South Fulton 330
Waltonville 1
Kaskaskia Island 124
North Gallatin
Ashley 15v

City of Chicago 2990
Cairo 1

Farina-I.aGrove 200

~ Brooklyn 188 -

Fast St. Louis 189
Meridian 101
QOakland 5

Greenview 200
East Chicago Heights 1690

Pembroke 259
Clay City 10
St. Rose

Posen-Robbins 1435
St. Anne 302

52

»

78.
67.
60.
58.
56.
53,
48.
48,
a7,
46.
43,

42,
42,

40.
39.

39.
39.

38.
37.

37.
36.

35

Percent

69
58
17
84
47
78
63
31
82
31
82

52
07
76

62
33

85
81

19
94

.08



‘f"Order'., County ' School District . : - Percent

19 Iroquois Stockland 253 | 34,94
SR - Douglas Artuhr 305 33.99

20 .. Jefferson Mt. Vernon 80 : 33.92
e ~ Cook Chicago Heights 1700 33.86 .
Pulaski Century 100 132.95

21 LaSalle = _ Freedom 245 : 32.80 .-

Lo LaSalle - Lostant 400 ’ 0 32.03
Jefferson : Grand Prairie 6 31.87
Jefferson Farrington 99 31.08

29 Pope Pope 1 30. 81

- 23 Wayne : : Wayne City 100 30.68
Kankakee v Wichert 262 30. 37
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*APPENDIX c

RANK ORDER OF COUNTIES IN TERMS OF AVERAGE PERCENT OF TOTAL .
" DISTRICT CLAIMS BASED ON TITLE I STUDENTS BASED ON DATA FOR 'I'HE

19'74 75 SCHOOL YEAR AS A PROJECTION FOR THE 1975-76 YEAR

a1

Order C ounty Percent .
lee e iieneenes e eenes PUlasSKil. . it v v eereereesosaosonsnonenns 37.96
Devveeienns eemeean L.Alexander. ... iii it 37. 97
3. B 6o 1o ) S R 30. 90
S T o) ¢ T R 30. 81
B T BRI & £-'0(6 15 ¢ PN 28. 21
Beeveersoooeoononnans Gallatin. cveeeeeneenoerenononnsonosenns 27. 40
/2P -1 o4 1 § o) ¢ A 26.93
8..... eerrae e R R 1 - 1 & o 25. 60
PN Tl erSON. c i vt vvenerrerontocttsseconos 18. 27
10t et it i R 172 2 =) Ve < YN 18.18
1 R0Y £ ¢ 1= TP 138.10 .
12 it iii e, R - 2= < Y 16. 82
11 S GBI vt venvssretonsssssonsssnsansos 16. 47
1 S UNION. c v e te e nnvensesoseonsesosessses 16. 19
1S PlKe. i vveeieeennonens et reneareeeens 16.01
1 Saline..... e e . Cereaes 15. 88
17 et e i ieonoenenonce |\VieTelrefeTsat=y AN 15.76
B - T Morgan....... et ie e e . 15.22
10 et iiiiei i, =< o= Ceeeene 14.97
20, it SChUYLEL. v v v vvvvrenrsesernennnnons ..., 14,80
2 White.,...oovne e eseet et 13. 67
2 ittt DOUGLAS. c et vevrnreevesinconornsssnsnns 13.60
B T KanKaKee. ot v vevreeennoesoesnssosnanons 13.35 -
e D i e e e e e e PO OTIA . v« e s e e e ae s e s e a e e e e e e e e e e SRR o T 1 &
P25 TR BrOW. oo st e sevsnosonoesnsnsnoesensess 12.84
2] T SANGAMON. v v v v tvreneoseornonsnonssses 12.78
P2 A MO SSaC. ¢ v e v vvreoroesassnesersansssons 12.73
28 it it i JaCKSON: v v v eeseeseseonoooseossoesssosse 12.67
P21 R A AR Franklin. cveeeeeeereeeroosososansoesces 12.60
30 (0] -2 11.95
1 3 SO, oot e v aesennnooennonnnnsnansns 11.65-
R 2 Cumberland. .o oo v eieeeeroenoooononssase 11.48
R 1 O FAWardS. .o o veverereenonoroonsasssonasse 11. 46
R StATK. v o vee e e ensoesessonnons eere e 11. 29
R 15 TR CalhNOUN. v evevreoseoeoeosossocsanssoes 10. 77
K] T Washington. «.veve v rineereennsonnns 10. 69
R Moultri€. . vovivevveeeenneennoenn e 10. 65
I O P HancoCK. evevevoeons et teterateae e 10. 38
R 1 M rION: o v oo eveessonnsonnsonssnoosssnss 10. 12
1 Champaign. ..o eeeeeeneeeensssacoeses 10. 09
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Order County Percent
T Effingham.. ..ovvevenevenen cvne vuveenn 9. 94
B 5/ (@Y= 1= 7 9. 87
43, 0 e v e Marshall. ... ieeeeveeeeeoennoesonnnns 9.77
S Menard. . vveeeeeeeeeeeeeoosssonsasseesos 9.867
S Y o) o N 9. 56
46, . et it B o) = 9.561
R ShElDY . oot veev e rccnsasocaronnns 9. 26
T Wabash............ C e esoceeceesenceaons 9.20
S JE  SEY . et e e ittt 9.19
510 JS WilllamMSON. s e v eveereeeeeotsosooseesos 9.05
3 AdamS. . v it erinreeoceeestotosasssonen 8. 67
5 J 1551967 5o« VA N 8. 560
515 FA O FOrd. s it ve e i eeeeenenevensesossnsnass 8. 49
5 12 S BAgar. e eiveeeersesserocssooooncsoens 8. 49
515 PO ML AN . v vt et eeerveceossstossossnnenoes 8. 46
51 F Vermilion. . v.oveeeeeeeceseoeesoeonoonons 8.37
5 A Richland.....eeeiiveneeceosssoossesnsns 8. 34
5] < JA 2 /S 8.23
51 CliNnton. vt v v e is it eevnecoosonosnssnssosns 8.21
B0, eeriieerernennnns Winnebago. . vvvveiveerenevoeessoneeonns 8.12
& 1 MO, s e vvereroeoeooovsassssssesosnas 7.81
I T ClarK. et v e e rreneeeeeoenesosoneasannss 7.79
1 BT £ 0 =) ¢ W 7.65
o Christlan. e vveeeeeeeeeeveooooeeosnnas 6.86
1 MadiSONe e e e veeeeeeeoononsos e ee e 6.63
B &1 P TrOQUOIS. v vt v it veneevevnsnssonoossonons 6. 41
B Crawford. .. vvveeerereeseessonsennoecns 6. 34
] Henderson. . voveeeeeiieeoeecosososoanass 6.16
B, teeererroninnnenns MASON. ¢« v vevvooceneeosoesossnsssnsssnsoess 5. 80
S O P o 2P 5. 77
A Randolph. e veeenevesereeeroennnesesesss O.74
R T RockIsland......ovveviveeeenoronasososos 5. 53
B 4 T )90 =Te) ¢ DA OO 5.43
P Fulton....oveeeeeen Qe 5,37 -
4 P KN OXK: s v veeeeecereeesosessssnsnsnasasse 5. 35
B £ T =L 5.07
R ME T C Y. o vt veeeveecooroossosssssnsnns 5.01
SR < T JOoDavIESS. v vrere i inenntoirnanans 4.92
T P Livingston. .....oviv i eeeiineneeenns 4,85
B0k e ettt WhitesSide, . v ve i evereveerrertioeneroonans 4,71
S 5 McDonough, cvvveeerre v erienioenons 4,56
B2 ettt 0T 1 3o 4,25
S F WLl e e i s e s e e eeeeoenoeeesoosesoonsnes 4.01
S S DEWit e st et v r e it iienee i iieeersonnnnns 3.79
T 1 T JAViE=YeTo 11 Ko ) 1'c - 3.63
BB e 0 o1 1= P 3.51
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County - ‘ Percent
D = 0 3.39
laSalle. . iieineeieinneneeeeceooanonncas 3.32
155160 - 3.27
Stephenson. ....cvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieens e 3.08
R ereee e Woodford. . .vveveeereseenneocenoennnnes -2.93
B Lake..... e v e et eeveveteces e oneees eeen - 2.49
EEIEN * . TR Teereesanes Carroll...cvevvennennns e eteeceese s 2.48
T L Monroe. s vve et iiiiineiiteneenroscanonas 2. 46
L T Kane. . i ieeiieeeeeseeereooeoeonennes 1.73
96....... e ree et TazZeWell. st ittt erieenneeneeeenncnnans 1.71
e eieeieeeneennnnss. Grundy...... et ee e e e s eae et - 1.64.
R < T DeKalb....... et te et e 1.47
09, vttt rire e oY) ¢ 1= T 1.43
100 i i i iienenennnens MCHENT Y. ettt iteteetesoescaceeesscnsons 1.40
1[0} DUPAGE: ¢t et eeeeeennneenneeanessnnens 51
102 i eienreennnee Kendall. cv i iieeeineeneeeeonoeoeoanannes 33
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APPENDIX D

AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINING THE NUMBER OF

 CHILDREN BELOW POVERTY LEVEL

l\jfs;rn on E. Pohlmann, Professor of Sociology, Illinois State University
Because considerable sums of money are distributed to local school dis~

tricts on the basis of the number of children in low income families, it is im-

portant to understand the procedures involved '_m deriving such statistics. It is

even more important to evaluate the adéquacy of the data available for this pur-

pose. Finally it is desirable to consider recommendations for the improvement

.of the u»da;tﬁt

Procedures for Deriving Statistics

The number of low income children classified as Title I eligibles is obtained
from three sources. The tabulation of most of these children is derived from the
1970 Census of Population. The second largest number is calculated as 2/3 of
the children from families on ADC above the poverty level with the basic infdr-
mation’coming from the Illinois Department of Public Aid. Finally, the Illinois
Department of Children and Family Serviéés has the data on foster children or
those under the legal guardianship of the state.

TQ understand the procedures involved it is desirable first to rgvievv the
Orshansky Index. This index is basic to the derivation of the first tvvb sets of
data identified above.

The Orshansky Index

Public Law 93-380 of 1974 amended the ESEA Act of 1965 to provide that
the Commissioner of Education shall determine the number of children aged

five to seventeen, inclusive, on the basis of families below the poverty level.
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. Since he is directed to use the 1970 Census, the criteria afe based on fhe Or-
shansky Index. Similarly, the Secretary 6f HEW must determine the numbér
of children from familiés receiving aid to dependent children with income above
the poverty level as based on the Orshansky formula. In this case the poverty - |
level is for a nonfarm family of four, updated each year by increases in the
Consumer Price Index. | |
| The criteria for determ'm'mq poverty level in the U.S. are based on the
work of Mollie Orshansky (1965) and decisions by a Federal Interagency Com-
mittee. Starting with a 1955 survey of fooci consumption, the Department of
Agriculture (1957) had derived a nutritionally adequate economy food plan for
use when funds are low. It was dletermined' that the cost of such a good plan
was approximately one-third the'arﬁount needel for families of three or more
to cover all necessities.
Poverty statistics based on the updated costs as of 1963 were prepared
by Orshansky and adapted by the Social Security Administration with cutoffs
for various types of families and individuals. Revised by the Federal Inter-
agency Committee in 1969 (U S. Bureau of the Census, 1969), the iﬁdex includes’
~a series Qf income cutoffs adjusted for family or unrelated in@ividual (undkg‘r”q;“ |
over 65). Since then the figures are revised annualiy to reflect changes in the
Coﬁsumer ﬁﬂce Tndex. The cutoff levels for 1970 as based on 1969 income are
presented in Table A.

1970 Census Data

The major portion of the children eligible under Title I was obtained in

1970 from a twenty-percent sample of households, so that the number of children

b8




TABLE A. Weighted Average Thresholds at the Poverty Level in 1969, by Size of Family
and Sex of Head, by Farm and Nonfarm Residence

. -

Nonfarm Farm
]
Size of family thal Male Female Total Male Female
Totd  poad  head A head  hesd
All unreiated individusls . . . . . $1,834 | $1,840 $1923 $1,792 $1,569 "$1,607 $1512
Under 65 years .. ........ | 1.888 1,893 1,974 1,826 1,641. 1678 1,552
65 yearssndover ... ..... 1,749 1,757 1,773 1,751 | 1,498 1,508 1,487
All femilies . . . ............ 3,388 3,410 3,451 - 3,082 2,954 2,965 2,787
2POISONS. . ..ov . vuen.en 2,364 2,383 2,394 2,320 2,012 2,017 1931
Head under 65 vears.... | 2,441 2,458 2473 2,373 2,093 2,100 -.1.984 K
Head 65 yoars and over.. | 2,194 2,215 2,217 2,202 ] 1,882 1,883 ‘I,BG‘li
BPErsons. .. ..oveeuetnnn 2,905 2924 £ 937 2,430 2,480 2,485 2,395
ApPErsons. ... ... .. 3.721 3,743 3,745 3,725 3,195  3,197 ) 3,159 )
SPOrsONS. . ....o.our e 4,386 4,415 4,418 4,377 3,769 3,770 3,761 .
6Ppersons. ... oo 4,921 4,958 4,962 4,917 4244 4245 . 4205
70rmorapersons . ....... 6034 | 6101 6,116 5952 | 5,182 5,185 5129

Sourc':e:~ U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972.

5 to 17 inclusive in families below the poverty level was an'expansion of the

-

sample. The data were prepared according to school districts as a joint effort

of the U.S. Office of Education and the Bureau of the Census using the Fourth -

Count Summary Tapes. Because school districts are not coterminous with other:

geographicsl areas tabulated by the Bureau, it was necessary to prepére a refer-

ence list indicating the percentage of area of each census tract or minor civil

division (e.g. township) falling in each school district.

Such percentages were

o then applied to the data such as income statistics and aggregated to the school

K district level.

B4

" ton districts and blockgroups (about one-fifth the size of census tracts), made
| it pdssible to generate more accurate data for

e  tion of the new school district tape based on the Fifth Count for Illinois was ac-~

complished at Illinois State University. '

59
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53
Ordinarily school district data have been prepared only for districts with
an enroll,ment of 300 or over. For a few states including Illinois, however,
statistics for al'l districts were released.

AFDC and Foster Children

The number of children 5-17 from farﬁilies on ADC with 'mcomé above the
poverty level and those under the legal guardianship of the state have been ob-
tained froﬁ the Ilinois Department of Public Aid and the Illinois Department
of Children éﬁd Family ’Sérvices, .respectively( - Because names were withheld,
it has been necessary to judge the.school di\strict involved from the address,

a very éifficult and inaccurate undertaking with respect to many .add,resses. |
Accordingly for FY '77 the Ilinois Office of Education arranged to have the
IDPA and DFCS mail out cards for each child to the families on ADC and in

foster homes, respectively. The families were instructed to have their child-

-,

ren take these cards to the school being attended. Private schools were asked
to forward the cards to the appropriate public s_chool. Each principal was in-
structed to insert a unique code for his school and forward the cards to the IOE

so as to be credited with the proper number of Title I eligibles in his district.

A follow-up mailing was made to those whose cards were not returned. After

a reasonable period of time, for all cases of non-response the remaining child-
ren were assigned to the most probable school district. As indicated above,

only 2/3 of the AFDC children may be counted as eligibles.

- Adequacy of the Data
Without a question there are serious inadequacies in these data. Some of
these may have been remedied by recent endeavors, but others require changes

“ in the law. ’_ . 60
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One of the most annoying ihadequacies in the present system is the in~
" ebility of either a school district or the Illinois Office of Education to obtain
- directly the number of foster children and children in AFDC families residing
ﬁmin the district. The cumbersome system described above is expencive,

time-consuming, and inaccurate.

Inadequacies in the Census

Turning to the census data, we should note both the 'madequacies in the
census in general and specific problems relevant to Title I eligibles. A maj or

problem from the very beginning is the undercount of the population. Overall

nationally 5.3 million or 2.5 percent of the population are estimated as mlssed
" in the census. More significantly the unc}erco'unt was probably rauch hi’ghef for
low income families. The Census Bureau itself admits this situation and, for
example, estimates that 8.6 percent of black children under 10 years of age
were not counted (Casserly, 1973). In all likelihood these children were pri-~
marily from low income families.

| Other respondents who did complete the census questionnaire may heve
purposely or inadvertently falsified their incomes. Usually these rewrns off-
) }set. each other, but in some localities the norm may be to understate, whereas

in other districts to overstate one's income.

There are, - of course, processing and other errors in the census, but for
. our purposes we can assume that these are minor in most cases. Some glaring
and obvious errors, however, do show up in the data.

More critical than the above inadequacies is the fact that income data was |

.....
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: represent the total population. For areas such as counties this approach is hicjhly
“‘accurate, but for small areas the sampling error can be exceptionally large.

Tnadequacies in School District Census Data

- Turning from general problenqs of the census to those specifically relevant
v:'tAo échool district é.nd Title I eligibles, the major problem has been the lack of
" identification of thé school district on the census questionnaires. As a resuit
vt‘he Census Bureau cannot tabulate census data directly by school districts the ’
'vvay it does for cities or counties. A’I"o obtain the information by school districts - |
the Bureau matched the boundaries of census-~defined areas with the irregular ,
boundaries of school districts. A high peréentage of school district maps are
obsélete, vague, and even inaccurate so that even with the best of care the match-
; ing job is not very precise. Also in the process some areas may not be found |
and bits éf territory are sometimes unassigned: Such deficiencies were apparent
! ’ when the school district census tapes were released from Washington. For
i; Illinois there were over 500 areas not assigned to a school district including somé
: vvith populations in the thousands, and there were numerous other areas mis-
assigned (Pohlmann, 1975). With financial assistance :‘f’rom the Illinois Office

of Education,.de mographers. at Illinois. State University checked the maps and

j'v_vmade 81gn1f1cant corrections in the original tapes

'I’he approach descrlbed above is also based on the questlonable assump-
:»‘tlon that population and specifically low income famllles are evenly d1str1buted
ff}ifthrouqhout a census tract (CT) or minor civil division (MCD) such as a town-
ship By matching maps one can determine the percentaqe of the area of a

‘,'5  C’I‘ or MCD ,__f_“allmg in a given school district and apply that perﬂentaqe to the ‘
| 62
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populati__on data. Because some CT's and MCD's cover large areas, it is pos-
o sible that the population is very ‘unevenly distributed. At the extreme it is
:'conceivable that four scholol districts each cover 25 percent of the area of a

" MCD and each is credited with one-fourth of the Title I eligibles in the MCD.
In feality, however, all of the low income families may live within one sch}ool_
| dlStI‘lCt

| The release of the Fifth Count File C Census tapes by the Census Bureau

| “has helped in part to reduce this kind of error. These new tapes provide data

: by enumeration districts (ED's) and block groups (BG's), which on the average

are about one-fifth as large as CT's and MCD' . With financmg by the ]111n01s
| Office of Education demographers at ISU completely redid the 1870 Census by
school districts in Illinois using the new tapes. The evidence indicates a more
accurate representation of the population (Pohlmann, 1978). Unfortunately some
" ED's are still as lar ge as townships, some matching of boundaries is still sub-~
ject to error, and percent of area remains the primary basis for distributing -
low income families to school districts which share the same ED. Evidence
of population concentration was taken into account as mnch as possible here |
» at ISU in assigni-vngpercentages, but there is nothing on the map to indicate ‘
' pockets of poverty. Currently field studies are being conducted in some ai‘eas
in an :atternpt.to obtain better results.
A final problem in using the 1970 Census if the lack of information on the
. number of children ages 5 to 17 inclusive below the poverty level. One source
3 pro’v‘ides data on ages 6 to 17 and another on 0-17, requiring that estimates be

- made on the basis of the distribution of children by age.
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The Growing Obsolesence of 1970 Data

| ’I"he use of 19'70 Census data beconies less definsible each year for two
reasons. In the first place our very rapidly changing society produces shifts
.1n school-age populatlons and changes in the number below poverty level,

: The second reason stems from the 1974 amendment to the ESEA, limiting
to two-thirds the number of children in AFDC families above the poverty level
who may be counted as eligibles and at the same time raising the poverty level '
.each year. Thus fewer of these children are eligible each:year while the num-
ber beloviz ihe poverty level remains fixed at the 19’70’Census figure. According
to the Tllinois Office of Education the number of Title I eligibles allowed by the |
| U S. Office of Education has dropped from 430, 435 in FY '73 to 381, 627 1n the
-current year, a loss of 48 808. Depending on local c1rcumstances this drop has
much greater 1mpact on some districts than on others. There is reason to be~
lieve that the number below poverty level may have actually increased in the

| very districts which lose these AFDC eligibles. o
| Confirmation of this contention is found in part in the Current Population

_';i Réports released by the Bureau of the Census. For the period 1969 to 1974

the Bureau (1975:17) reports that the number of related children under 18 in

familiesbeloW ihe poverty level increased from 9, 501; 000 to 10, 196,000 or

'7 32 percent. Applying this percentageto the 305,093 eligibles allowed to Illi-

;-.'n01s on the bas1s of the 1970 Census (1969 1ncome) the state should have an in-

.j“‘vcrease of at least 22, 318: Moreover it shculd be noted that this adjustment

fgf-d’o'}es not reﬂect the severe recession year 1975. Unfortunately there is no

indication vrnich school districts are most adversely affected by failure to make

'..S‘;’u‘Ch an adjustment. 64
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Recommendations

There are inequities in the distribution of funds based upon various formu-
lae which utilize data on Title I eligibles. ”§qch inequities result from both in-
adequate data and the declining number of eligiibles under ﬁresent laws. In view
of these circumstances I believe that the folloWing recommendations are in order.

1. Amend the s'tétutes of Tllinois to include as low income in any weighting
of the school aid formula those children on ADC who are not currently being
counted. The law should include those designated as below the poverty level
as of the 1970 Census 'plus those on ADC above the poverty level cutoff as of
1970, including two-thirds of those on ADC above the current annual poverty
lex}el. Although this approach would count some children twice if the family
income has risen above the 1970 poverty level, this would be offset by not count-
ing some children not on ADC, even though the family income falls below the
-‘curé‘ent annual poverty level. Data on children in this latter category are not
readily available.

2. Amend the statutes of Illinois to require the Illinois Department of
Public Aid and the Illinois Department of Childreﬁ and Famiiy Services to pro-
»,_vidve directly to the Illinois Office of Education full and detailed information, in-
cluding name, address, and school district of residence of each child to be
counted in weighting the school aid formula.

3. Work for a change in federal laws to update 1970 Census data by count--
ing all children from families recelvmg ADC.

4, Permit school districts affected by in-migration to update information
on the number of Title I eligibles through a current census. (The precedent

| 65 |
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: for this exists in other funding measures such as the distribution of motor fuel
taxes. )
| 5. Attempt to get the Bureau of the Census to admit errors in the 1970
" - Census where evidence can be proouced to document such errors.
6. Work now for improvements in the 1980 Census including (a) identifi-
cation of school districts on the questionnaire, .(b) a statewide program to prepare
~ very accurate and detailed maps of school districts, and (c) urging the Censusv | ~’ ‘
Bureau to secure inco‘me data from every household instead of a twenty-percent
- sample. |
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